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improvement by being worked upon or repaired (p).
Repairer's or workman's lien will be discussed later.
Factors, bankers, stockbrokers and wharfingers, and
possibly also warehousemen (q), have, however, by
implication of law, a right of general lien in respect of
their charges.
Where a bailee has a lien on a chattel, he cannot charge
for keeping it while he is enforcing his lien (r), nor can
he enlarge a particular lien to include a general balance
of account (s). If a bailee claims to hold a chattel for a
sum greater or different from the sum actually due (unless
he makes an alternative claim for the right amount), not
only does he lose his lien, but the bailor on demand of the
chattel and tender of the right amount due, may maintain
trover against the bailee (t).
A railway company has a lien upon goods deposited in
its cloakroom for the cloakroom charges («). In the
important case of Singer Manufacturing Company v.
L. & S. IF. R. Company (m), it was decided by a Divisional
Court that this right arose out of the railway company's
obligations under the Railway & Canal Traffic Act,
(p) Jackson v. Cummins (1839), 5 M. & W. 342 ; 32 Digest 248, 328 ;
Scarfe v. Morgan (1838), 4 M. & W. 270 ; 32 Digest 233, 180. See also
JuAson v. Etheridge (1833), 1 C. & M, 743 ; 32 Digest 248, 327 ; Orchard
v. Rackstraw (1850), 9 C.B. 69S; 32 Digest 253, 389.
(q) R. v. Humphery (1825), M'Cle. & Y. 173; 32 Digest 242, 277 ;
Hill e- Soxs v. London Central Markets Cold Storage Co., Limited (1910),
102 L.T. 715 ; 32 Digest 230, 749. It is suggested, however, that in
both these cases the bailee was in fact a wharfinger ; and see Leuckhart
v. Cooper (1836), 3 Bing. N.C. 99 ; 32 Digest 241, 266, which is a strong
decision to the contrary. In a Canadian case, Smith (D.A.), Ltd. v.
Campbell (1911), 16 B.C.R. 505 ; 32 Digest 242, 269 i, it was decided
that a warehouseman was not entitled to a lien as against the owner, on
goods which had been let under a hire-purchase agreement and sub-
sequently deposited by the hirer. For statutory definition of ware-
houseman, see Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, s. 492 ; 18 Halsbury's
Statutes 350.
(r) Somes v. British Empire Shipping Co., supra; Bruce v. Everson
(1883), Cab. & Ell. IS; 32 Digest 253, 392.
(s} Scarfe v. Morgan (supra).
(t) Scarje v. Morgan (supra) ; Jones v. Tarleton (1842), 9 M. & W.
675 ; 32 Digest 233, 757.
(u) Singer Manufacturing Co. v. L. <S- 5. W. R. Co., [18941 1 Q.B. 833 •
8 Digest 220, 1398.

